























































































































PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE MINUTES
Council of the County of Maui

January 9, 2006

COUNCILMEMBER HOKAMA: I’'m happy to allow other Members their opportunity.
CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you. Mr. Molina.

VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For either Mr. Miyamoto or Mr.
Taylor, with the County investing a lot in GIS, can you tell us how GIS was used
with this report and how it will be used in locating an alternate site or future
facility.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Molina. The GIS maps were the, were the base of some
of these maps that I think you’re currently looking at some of these maps. The
wastewater system slide that we looked at was also a GIS base map. If it was
determined that we would . . . that we are going to be build a new facility and
abandon the current facility the, the use of GIS would be used to look at where
existing roadways and utilities are and try to find the best location. With
whatever information people had in their GIS layers we would obviously use that
to try to find looking at soil types and topography, proximity to roads, water,
electrical infrastructure. And so it was used to some extent, but it would be used
to a lot higher extent if we were actually looking at trying to nail down the actual
site of a new facility.

VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: Thank you. Thank you, Chairman.
CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Molina. Mr. Kane.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There’s this some discussion
in the working group meeting number three, specifically on page three of five,
and Members that’s in Appendix A of the report. But generally speaking the
discussion is about the capacity of 7.9 million gallons a day being reached by
2015 versus 2029. Can you give us some background and some comment in that
area, Mr. Taylor.

MR. TAYLOR: Sure. Absolutely. Meeting number one was the kickoff meeting with
the core working group, and at that time we hadn’t initiated really anything. It
was getting everyone together explaining to everyone what the core working
group was going to do, what their role was going to be, what we were going to be
doing, and it was actually myself who gave a brief introduction of the County
wastewater system, why we were doing this study, and we had just internally run
some really quick rough guesstimates about when we anticipated to run out of
capacity, and at that time we were estimating 2015. We didn’t at that time have
the better results from the Planning Department, the more current results. So it
was basically an in-house guesstimate just to show the core working group why
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this was an issue, and to just kinda get them in the ballpark of what the issues
were at the facility.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So the bottom line is the projection is now 2029?

MR. TAYLOR: Yes, Mr. Kane, that is the current projection based on the latest
information from the Planning Department.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Which includes the existing build out without any
additions to the general plan, community plans, etcetera?

MR. TAYLOR: I'm not an expert on exactly what all of their assumptions were, but I
know it has to do with their socio-economic model about not only what’s
currently zoned, but what, what development will happen based on, you know,
their socio-economic studies and--

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And was it primarily focused in on residential ‘cause I
know you talked about between 5 and 6,000 residential units as far as that would
be available or, excuse me, could be developed before it reaches capacity. What
about, since we’re talking about the urban core of Maui, what about the light
industrial, heavy industrial, etcetera, etcetera, any considerations there if you can
give a brief comment.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Kane. The, the Planning Department predictions take
all of that into account. When I mention 5,000, 6,000 houses, I was just trying to
give an example just to give everyone a base line to understand how much
capacity is left, and from our standpoint as the division we don’t . . . we’re not
really concerned where the wastewater comes from. We’re just looking how
much are we getting, and that’s just to give everyone kind of a reference
bench . . . reference point benchmark that 5,000, 6,000 homes could be handled.
Obviously if there’s a lot of commercial development that number of homes
would be less, but the work that was put in to define the flow projections takes all
of that into account and it’s not just residential. It’s based on the total predictions
of development from the Planning Department and the corresponding projected
flows.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Mr. Kane.
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COUNCILMEMBER KANE: The position of the Administration then is to move
forward with fortification based on the, on the resolution that we have before us,
Mr. Taylor or, excuse me, to the Director, Deputy since you’re available.

MR. TAYLOR: Eric, could you put up the slide of the two examples. It’s either at the
very beginning--

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I’'m basically referencing the resolution where the final
whereas on page 1 is basically a mirror of the “be it resolved” that, that you folks
recommend us to leave the existing Wailuku-Kahului plant at the current site and
expand in the future on the existing site, strengthening for the 100 year. And by
the way if you can please define what 100-year tsunami is. Is there someplace
that clearly defines that in the report?

MR. TAYLOR: Okay. First, I'll address that question first. The 100-year design
tsunami came out of a previous effort by Edward K. Noda & Associates that did
oceanographic statistical analysis and came up with 100-year event as being about
this 20-foot high level. Was your question about what, what did that mean, or is
that the answer to your question?

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: No, if that’s clearly defined in the report itself. Has that
Noda report is that something that’s referenced somewhere within the report to
define what the 100-year tsunami event is?

MR. TAYLOR: I would have to check on that.
COUNCILMEMBER KANE: That’s just a side--

MR. TAYLOR: I would have to check but, but that is where it came from, and whether
or not it’s written in this report I would definitely have to check but--

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: That was a side bar, Mr. Chairman, and just you
know a . . . by the way kind of thing just so we understand what 100-year event is,
that’s not the thrust of the questions.

MR. TAYLOR: Eric, can you go to the graph that looks like this. The answer to your
original question is yes. The Administration we’ve had talks with the
Administration, and the Administration is supporting our recommendation to
move ahead with the, the top alternative of expanding and fortifying the existing
facility, and this resolution would make it the County policy that we are no longer
investigating and, and moving forward with the idea of abandoning the facility
and building a new one, and that is what the resolution is intended to do.
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COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Thank you. Iyield, Chair.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Kane. Members, any more questions for
resource people as well as the Department? Mr. Mateo.

COUNCILMEMBER MATEQ: Chairman. Just to follow-up on your last comment, Mr.
Taylor, to establish a policy, the resolution does not have force and effect of law.
So therefore it is not the establishment of a policy, but perhaps just kinda secure
your position on how to deal with the existing facility itself but it’s not, this does
not create the policy.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Mateo, for that clarification. Mr. Kane.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Was the Department’s recommendations based on the
results of the core working group meetings and the recommendations from the
core working group?

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Mr. Taylor.

MR. TAYLOR: Yes, as, as Ms. Cabacungan explained, we used the core working group
to try to quantify, if you will, community values. Rather than just having
engineers come in, and what are the costs, and here’s the alternatives, we tried to
somehow get a feel from the community, what were the community’s concerns.
Did they think cost was more or less important than tsunami protection? And so
what the, the real value of the core working group is they, they allowed some
level of quantification to try to filter the alternatives so that the final 11
alternatives were basically the response were, were put together after hearing
what the concerns of the community are. The 11 alternatives are all realistic
buildable alternatives that the technical engineering staff put together that have
different values associated with them from the community (change of tape) and
from the Administration, but a lot of it was based on the alter..., the final
alternatives were clearly based from what the core working group input.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And I'm, and I haven’t taken note of the core working
group folder, and were there actual votes taken as far as . . . or is it the rating
system that was done? Everybody and then just based on that rating system that’s
how you folks came up with the priorities and then from there came up with
recommendations. Can you expound on that just a little, please, Mr. Taylor.

MR. TAYLOR: That’s exactly correct, Mr. Kane. Basically the core working group
members, as well as staff, filled in this matrix, and you have a copy of it. Where
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basically what they did is they said is this more important or less important to you
than the other thing and so they--

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Was it a yes or no kind of thing?

MR. TAYLOR: It wasn’t yes or no. They compared everything to everything else, tried
to quantify it, all of that was put together, and that basically established the
waiting factors of the various criteria. So that’s how the community values were
quantified and incorporated with the technical assessments.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So now that we’re here at the recommendation to move
forward with the existing site, so now we’re talking about between the 30 million
and $105 million that’s what you’re asking us to approve. That we’re gonna be
looking in that price range or dollar amount from a financial perspective, and
we’re gonna move forward with that, that’s what you’re asking us to do as a
policy statement?

MR. TAYLOR: That’s correct, and what we’re asking for is really to, to stop, to stop
discussing building a new facility, and move forward on reinforcing the existing
facility, whether or not we would do the $30 million project, or have more
advanced effluent disposal methods that could be handled later during the normal
budget process, or any future budgets and future planning, but the decision really
right now is are we going to commit this facility, or are we going to abandon the
facility and build anew and that’s really . . . the resolution is a tool to say which
are we going to, to move forward with.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Mr. Chair, I’d just--
CHAIR PONTANILLA: Mr. Kane.

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: If I may just a brief comment . . . not being a Member of
this body, it’s gonna be very difficult for me if and when this comes before the
full Council or a body that has a discussion relevant to this area. Just from the
physical, just from the visual perspective of where this site is, what we’re aware
of as far as potential occurrence from whether it’s tsunami or if it’s from
hurricane related, or just from huge type of events, natural events, and so it makes
it difficult for me to buy in to having this site continue to exist. And, yes, I
understand the financial component, and I know Mr. Taylor has made comments
and he’s . . . and it’s in writing in the appendix for the . . . in the minutes where
they’ve gone through their process and analyses, and due diligence, and they’ve
arrived at a recommendation, and it’s before this body to make that policy
decision. I for one feel that there needs to be more justification for keeping it
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where it is. I mean whether it’s selling me as one of nine Members that the
engineering component of this facility and how it ties in to servicing this area of
Maui is gonna withstand what we’re talking about because all it takes 1s one event
that overwhelms this system, and if we do build something . . . and I think Mr.
Shepherd’s comments I took that to heart--we’re gonna pay no matter what we do.
We can pay less now and take the chance, or we can pay more now and put it
somewhere else where we don’t have that, it’s a non-issue in other words. It’s
not . .. we don’t have a tsunami issue. We don’t have a shoreline erosion issue
because it’s put someplace else, and so that’s gonna be the struggle for me to
continue leaving it here and justifying I guess the engineering components of this
whole issue that it’s gonna be enough. Iknow we talked about structures that are
able to handle water going in and out, but tsunamis aren’t about water. The
primary damage comes from the debris that’s in the water in addition to the water,
and whether fortifying this facility with additional thickness of cement is gonna
stop this facility from being damaged to where it’s not in repair, for me I, I just
haven’t seen it. Maybe it’s because we get these visuals from the tv and we
see . .. we’re in this third world countries where it’s completely wiped out and
maybe . . . I must admit that has an impact on my reluctance to just say okay on
this. The concern is we only have one harbor and that this . . . the harbor is right
down the road, and if they get damaged, and we talk about bringing in new
equipment, how are we gonna do that if we can’t even bring in another . . . I
mean, you know, that’s where my question earlier, Mr. Chair, tied into not
looking at this purely in a vacuum, but understanding that everything else is
inter-related. Mr. Hokama touched on his questions about other people being
impacted, commercial entities, the business sector, the financial sector . . . so I
don’t know if the resolution just says, you know, that’s what the resolution is
telling us move on, we’re not gonna deal with the big one already. We’re just
gonna deal with this one and we’ll, we’ll just . . . that’s our parameter. Thank
you, Chair, for allowingme to . . .

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Kane
COUNCILMEMBER KANE: ... share.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Members, any more questions for the Department? Concerns?
Mr. Taylor.

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Chair. If I can just add a couple of comments that
might add to put Mr. Kane’s statement into perspective. We agree that, that this is
not an easy decision, and our recommendation didn’t come lightly. The primary
purpose of this whole effort was to whittle this down to what you see on the
projection right here--what are our two choices, what it’s gonna take to implement

46



PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE MINUTES
Council of the County of Maui

January 9, 2006

each of those--and I think we can all agree that these are the two choices. Our
recommendation was very difficult. As a division we would love to have a new
treatment plant, we would love to have it inland away from the ocean, away from
corrosion, away from erosion, away from tsunami. It would be the state-of-the-art
facility that we could operate efficiently. We as a division would, would love to,
to build the new facility, and we don’t take the recommendation to upgrade the,
the existing facility lightly. We realize that the community is counting on our
engineering ability to, to say can this really withstand these, these forces and these
impacts? And we would rather have a zero risk alternative, and what this graph
shows, what this table shows is just the cost of having zero risk. If we felt that we
absolutely could not reliably upgrade this facility to handle these events, we
would be here telling you that we have no choice but to build the new facility. So
the recommendation doesn’t come lightly, and it comes after years of effort, and
calculation, and discussions about risk and cost that we honestly believe that we
can have reliable treatment for the future through these impacts at the existing site
but to have a . . . if the choice of the community and the Council is to have a zero
risk infrastructure, then the alternative would be the higher cost relocation. And if
that is the decision, we’ll certainly be, be more than happy to move forward with
it as long as there’s some sort of funding.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Taylor. Members, any more comments?
VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: Recommendation.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Molina. The Chair would like to recommend
that we move forward on this resolution to . . . accepting the Central Maui
Wastewater Reclamation Facility Study and concurring the recommendations and
the long term plan.

VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: So move.
COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Second.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: It’s been moved and second. Any more discussion? Member
Mateo.

COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Chairman, thank you very much for this opportunity,
Chairman. I still have some issues with this particular resolution as it’s been
submitted to us because I don’t know if I actually do concur with the
Department’s position. I still have my own considerations because I’'m not yet
convinced that this existing site comes with its, you know, stability that that
fortification would be one of the answers in addressing the 20-foot scenario that’s
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been provided to us. I'm not, I'm not sure how the beach nourishment as well as
the shoreline erosion considerations will be handled. I still would prefer
additional considerations for a dual system that was prior referenced prior. I still
don’t know how the hell we’re . . . how we’re gonna pay for this which, which is
a reality that we’ve got to deal with, and the fact that this committee has only
three Members, you know, right now is deserving I think of all the Members
considerations because the impact of this particular action is, is gonna be a huge
one for us as a Council. So I will support the Chair and his recommendations
with reservations, and so we can move this forward so the discussion can occur
with all of our Members, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you very much, Mr. Mateo. Mr. Molina.

VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: Yeah, thank you, Chairman. I think whichever way we look
another facility is gonna be needed over the long term when you consider the rate
of growth that Maui County is going through right now. Whether we need to
upgrade this facility now, the current facility, I think we have to, we have to look
at that seriously ’cause what we do in the short term? But obviously what we
have right now is not the long term answer, but we still need to take a look at it
and we have to have this matter decided by nine Members, and that is my . . . why
I’m supporting this motion today to have this discussion before a full body to give
this an opportunity for discussion. And I like the idea of looking at legislation for
further projects that are being considered that will be up for consideration before
this body for developers to look at creating their own sewage treatment plant
because of the existing capacity concerns that have been expressed here with the
current plan, and we don’t know what lies ahead in the future as it relates to a new
facility. So I think that is something else that should be looked at, you know, in
another committee for consideration, Mr. Chairman, but I will support your
recommendation for moving this resolution out of committee today. Thank you.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Molina. Mr. Hokama.

COUNCILMEMBER HOKAMA: Chairman, I don’t agree at all, and with due . . . all
respect to you as our Committee Chair, I cannot agree not with us knowing the
already approved future projects, projects requesting consideration and approval,
and the further dependency of this plant to take care Central Maui’s growth. I
don’t think it’s the wisest choice to keep it in its current location. Unfortunately
many times the right decision is not the popular decision for many reasons,
Chairman. This may be popular because it’s the cheapest way, but I don’t think
it’s the right decision, Chairman, not for the long term. If we are to be able to
plan accordingly, including financing the County’s needs, we need to minimize
and take away as many variables as possible. You seen the pictures of existing
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growings definitely need to be refortified. I’'m just telling how I'm dealing with
with our own little breakwater on Lanai from a $12 million project became 30.
There’s too many variables out of our control and our engineers at the current site,
with the waves, the wind . . . even with high surf Kahului Harbor’s get shutdown,
Chairman. They talk about so many days of fuel, well, if we cannot get fuel to the
island ‘cause we have only one commercial harbor, what does that do to us
running a system? Do we want further dependency on this area? Isn’t that one of
the reasons why we chose to approve Waena for Maui Electric to be able to have
them eventually relocate and get out of Kahului their generation plant? Maybe
for the short term this is very attractive, Chairman, but I’m not in this, on this
issue for the short term. This is a major decision, and I really think either . . . I
would prefer a deferral and have you go public hearing with all nine Members
present if that’s what some of my colleagues who want to hear about the im...,
and that’s why I had asked where is the impact to the Central Maui community?
I’m sure the person in a tsunami zone in Kahului would definitely possibly be
very different in his opinion to the person in Waikapu ‘cause he’s not in the
tsunami zone. Yes, he would have to help pay for that improvements but
regardless . . . and I think it’s very shortsighted for our Finance Department to say
that there’s very little opportunity to get, for us to get revenue outside of County
sources. If I believed that, our breakwater line would never get built, okay. Took
me long many years, 23, but it’s gonna get built with Federal money ‘cause it’s a
necessity and it was the right thing to do, Chairman. So I’m not ready to support
this resolution. And if the Members think that nine Members need to participate,
then maybe the referral should be, your recommendation, Chairman, to send this
to the Committee of the Whole ‘cause I will not do this work at Council. Thank
you.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Thank you, Mr. Hokama. I take your words very well. That’s
the reason why prior to this meeting the Chair of this Committee had invited all
nine Members to sit in, in this particular meeting so that you can flush out the
questions in regards to this water . . . wastewater treatment plant. It’ll be
reconstructed to withstand 20-foot tsunami waves, or to relocate the plant further
inland towards Puunene. I agree this is a very hard decision for all of us. It’s
gonna cost the County big dollars. It’s gonna reflect on our taxpayers for the next
I don’t know decades in regards to the relocation of the treatment plant. This
proposal, which is only a proposed resolution that has no effect of law, if we go to
County Council meeting in regards to the ex..., the proposal that is being
presented and discuss this issue, and if we decide not to go along with the
resolution then it goes back to the Department for more studies, but we need to
start somewhere. You know we’ve had many years in regards to, you know, what
we should do with the existing plant, and it’s about time we take this issue up to,
up to the nine Members and we decide do we move, or we keep the plant where it
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is and hardening the plant to withstand the tsunami waves that has been projected
over the 100-year tsunami wave criteria. I know it’s a hard decision for all of us,
and each of us . . . you Danny . . . Member Mateo, Member Molina, you know,
we don’t feel comfortable. Even if we deferred this thing for the nine Members
committee, you know, we still have to discuss this matter, come up with a
decision, and who knows it might be defeated. It might not go through. But let’s
take it up to the Council, get all nine Members deciding what we should do and
take it from there. So at this time the Chair will call for the question. All in favor
say aye in moving this resolution to the full Council say aye.

VICE-CHAIR MOLINA: Aye.
COUNCILMEMBER MATEO: Aye.
CHAIR PONTANILLA: Opposed?
COUNCILMEMBER HOKAMA: No.

CHAIR PONTANILLA: Motion carried.

VOTE: AYES: Councilmember Mateo, Molina, and Chair
Pontanilla.
NOES: Councilmember Hokama.

ABSTAIN: None.
ABSENT: None.
EXC.: Councilmember Carroll.

MOTION CARRIED.

ACTION: ADOPTION of proposed resolution, and FILING of
communication by C.R.
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CHAIR PONTANILLA: Any more discussion, Members? If not, thank you very much.
The Public Works Committee meeting of January 9" is adjourned. (gavel)

ADJOURNED: 11:50 am.

APPROVED:

%KLA, Chair

Public Works Committee

pw:min:060109:yb Transcribed by: Yvette Bantilan
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